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PREFACE 
The material in this project was prepared under Grant No. 91-1V~77-12 
from the Manpower Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, under the 
authority of Title III, Part B, of the Comprehensive Employment and Train­
ing Act of 1973. Researchers undertaking such projects under Government 
sponsorship are encouraged to express freely their professional judgment. 
Therefore, points of view or opinions stated in this document do not neces­
sarily represent the official position or policy of the Department of Labor. 
1 
INTRODUCTION 
This research deals with a view of man as an active processor of 
information and its implications for industrial psychology. The human 
organism receives numerous inputs from both the external and internal envi­
ronment and the perception of these inputs or pieces of information has an 
effect on an individual's behavior. For industrial psychology, specifi­
cally, this is thought to influence job satisfaction or dissatisfaction and 
increased or decreased performance of a task (cf., Campb 11 & Pritchard, 
1976) . 
The belief that the human organism processes information received from 
the environment and acts on the results of that processing is not new to 
psychology. Evidence of this was James R. Angell's description of func­
tional psychology in 1907 as "the psychology of mental operations." State­
ments by Hugo Munsterberg in 1913 relating his concern for the individual 
worker also support this assertion. Increasing concern for this approach 
in industrial psychology is suggested by Thayer's comment that: 
if the individual is viewed as a complex information processing 
system, research on human behavior in organizations could be 
based upon a view or che inùiviuual as the fccs.1 peint of a set 
of information vectors that define that individual's functional 
role in that organization (1957- ?. 97). 
The following section is designed to acquaint the reader with past and 
current literature which indicates how a view of man as an information 
processor is both consonant with and a logical development of the tradi­
tional goals of industrial psychology which include increased performance, 
improvement in working conditions, and very basically the application of 
psychological knowledge to the understanding of the human organism in a 
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work situation. This view is further developed in the Statement of the 
Problem, and a procedure is outlined which serves as a test of this concept 
and its usefulness in furthering the goals of industrial psychology. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
In the early days of industrial psychology, the worker was the analog 
of a machine, yet even then the work environment was considered important 
to performance. However, what was meant by work environment was much nar­
rower than the meaning intended in this paper. For example. Fish (191?) in 
commenting on the lack of human resources needed for growth in industry 
noted that to attract and maintain the "best" class of men . . . the first 
essential is that the shop shall be comfortable in both a physical and men­
tal way." He also indicated, in this regard, concern for the information 
provided by the organization and a worker's own thought and feelings when 
he stated "Knowledge of the work to be done is of varying degrees of impor­
tance according to the department or the kind of work which it is expected 
that he will undertake." 
Later, Burtt (1918) investigated the sense of equilibrium as it may 
become distorted in flight. This is an early example of research in human 
factors, which in this case dealt with information provided to a pilot as 
an aid in flying an airplane. That is, in order to perform the task of 
flying a plane, a piioL ieceives information fror^, oc'ner sources, 
his/her inner ear. Burtt's concern was for arranging the flying controls 
so as to optimize the provision and ultimately the use of this information, 
leading to safer performance of the task. 
Wyatt (1930) studied the nature and causes of boredom among factory-
machine operators engaged in repetitive work. As a remedy for boredom, he 
suggested what can be interpreted as a restructuring of the work environ­
ment. Specifically he suggested teaching the operator the importance of 
4 
the work he's doing (i.e., changing the thoughts and feelings a worker has 
about his job) and supplying material to be assembled in small lots rather 
than in an endless supply (i.e., changing the information provided by the 
task), as methods for dissipating boredom. Here too, is an early example 
of suggestions by industrial psychologists to restructure the work environ­
ment, implicitly cognizant of the importance of the interaction of a worker 
and his/her work environment for both performance and satisfaction. 
Kornhauser and Sharp (1932) implicitly recognized the importance of an 
individual's supervisor in affecting the individual's feelings and atti­
tudes. They studied two identical work groups, finding one group greatly 
dissatisfied. They traced the source of this dissatisfaction and found it 
in the group's supervisor. While not explicitly stated, we again see an 
indication that the work environment is an important factor in employee 
attitudes. However, this research differs in that the environment for 
Kornhauser and Sharp had come to include variables other than simply tem­
perature, humidity, and light, by including the acts of the supervisor as a 
determinant of the work environment. 
While research dealing with employee attitudes occurred occasionally, 
to a great extent the literature which could be interpreted as manipulating 
work environments was concerned with human factors problems. For example, 
Williams and Roscoe (1950) investigated the ease with which pilots could 
decipher various cockpit displays for radio navigation, and Jenkins, Maas, 
and Rigler (1950) studied the accuracy with which individuals could make 
settings on a linear scale when friction was varied for the control set­
tings. Both of these studies indicate that the design of instruments and 
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tools (i.e., the design of how the environment is to provide information) 
was considered important to worker performance. 
From approximately 1917 to 1950 much of the literature in industrial 
psychology dealt not with structuring the work environment but rather with 
numerous techniques for selecting individuals for a given job. One need 
only peruse the volumes of the Journal of Applied Psychology for this 
period to ascertain this conclusion. However, in the late 1940's and early 
1950's attention was increasingly turned to improving performance and sat­
isfaction at work through the-careful design and structuring of machines 
and tools as well as the conditions in which they were used. Evidence of 
the bourgeoning interest in designing the work environment to fit the human 
organism was the origination of two journals devoted almost exclusively to 
this area of interest. Ergonomics in 1957 and Human Factors in 1958. 
However, no matter how well the environment is designed to fit the 
human, an important yet elusive variable is the motivation of the human to 
perform. Even as the field of human factors was developing, variables in 
the work environment thought to affect motivation were being investigated. 
For example, Ross and Zander (1957) found a relation between decisions to 
remain or leave a job and the perceived amount of feedback and recognition 
workers received about their performance. As we move beyond the Human 
Relations Era, the emphasis is more and more on workers' perceptions of the 
work environment and the effects of these perceptions on satisfaction with 
and performance of a task (cf., Vroom, 1964, where the bulk of variables 
relating to motivation is perceptual in nature). 
Thus, while in its middle years industrial psychology focused on per­
sonal selection, more and more we have seen a shift to design of the work 
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environment as a method of increasing performance and satisfaction. Fur­
ther, the number of variables which has been considered an important part 
of the work environment has also increased. Perhaps this expansion of what 
is now considered the work environment is most clearly indicated by tlie 
current surge of interest in the concept of organizational climate (e.g., 
Friedlander & Margulies, 1969; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973; Waters, Roach, & 
Batlis, 1974). The breadth of this concept is apparent from Campbell, 
Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick's (1970) definition of climate as; 
a set of attributes specific to a particular organization that 
may be induced from the way that organization deals with its mem­
bers and its environment. For the individual member within the 
organization, climate takes the form of a set of attitudes and 
expectancies which describe the organization in terms of both 
static characteristics (such as degree of autonomy) and behavior-
outccrns and outcome-outcome contingencies. . . , The crucial ele­
ments are the individual's perceptions of the relevant stimuli, 
constraints, and reinforcement contingencies that govern his job 
behavior (p. 390). 
It can now be seen that what we have called the work environment has 
at times been determined by specific variables such as heat, light, and 
humidity, while more recently acquiring such breadth and generality as to 
include the concept of organizational climate. However, in between these 
two extremes lies a vast territory to be charted. To some excenc, chis 
task has already begun. 
As previously mentioned, investigations by Fish (1917), Burtt (1918), 
and Wyatt (1930) are examples of how humans interact with variables in the 
v7ork environment representing the information provided by the task itself 
and by characteristics the worker brings with him/her to the task, 
Kornhauser and Sharp (1932), and more recently Downey, Sheridan, and 
Slocum (1976), Fiedler (1958), and Kill (1969) to name a few, have 
7 
investigated the effect which a leader has on the performance and satisfac­
tion of his/her subordinates. While the specific results of their research 
are not germaine, not surprisingly they do indicate that in a work environ­
ment an individual's performance and satisfaction to a certain extent 
depends on the role of the supervisor and the interaction of supervisor and 
subordinate. In fact, theories of leadership (e.g., Fiedler, 1967; House, 
1971) often include the structure of the task as an important variable 
affecting supervisor-subordinate interactions, indicating the complexity of 
these interactions. Two other variables which have recently been investi­
gated and can be considered facets of a worker's environment are an 
employee's co-workers and the organization itself. 
Davis, Bates, and Nealey (1971), Maier (1973), and Mickslson and 
Campbell (1975) are but a few examples of research which have been done on 
the importance of group (i.e., co-workers) makeup to performance and satis­
faction at work. 
Armstrong (1971) and more recently Newman (1975) have studied the 
importance of organizational characteristics in the work environment. In 
fact Newman specifically locked at the relation of organizational structure 
to worker's perceptions of the work environment. He found powerful rela­
tions between perceptions of the work environment and the employee's space 
or location in the organization. 
Thus, man's interaction with the environment at work involves at least 
five touchstones: 1) the formal organization; 2) co-workers; 3) supervi­
sor; 4) the task itself; and 5) personal thoughts and feelings. As has 
been noted, each of these at one time or another has been studied in 
regard to its relation to the nerformance of and satisfaction with work. 
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Further, as Thayer (1967) noted, we can consider the worker to be a proces­
sor of information, the focal point of a number of information vectors. 
Let us then consider the worker as receiving information from the environ­
ment, specifically the touchstones noted above. It now becomes clear that 
as we increase our knowledge of both man and the environment, we are led to 
fathom the extent and importance of the interaction of these two forces. 
In the light of history, our recognition of this and attempts to understand 
it are but a logical development of a task which was begun centuries ago. 
The next section outlines the goals and defines the limits of this attempt 
to add to our knowledge of man's interaction with his environment at work. 
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Greller and Herold (1975) opened a promising area for research with 
their paper on sources of feedback in the work environment. While the ori­
gin of psychological research on feedback lies in theories of sensory 
deprivation and its effects on human behavior, research on feedback has net 
been limited to this area alone. The effect of feedback on performance has 
been studied in other areas of psychology such as teaching and academic 
performance (e.g., Vanhoute, Hill, & Parsons, 1975; Wallace, Horan, Baker, 
& Hudson, 1975), as well as in the areas of perception (e.g., Ames, 1951; 
Zuckerman & Cohen, 1964) and industrial psychology (e.g., Kim & Hamner, 
1976). 
How is feedback related to performance? An example will serve to 
clarify the relation. If we lock closely at a task as seemingly simple as 
walking with one's eyes closed, we find that it is necessary that we con­
tinually receive feedback from the inner ear to maintain balance. If feed­
back information relating our orientation to the ground is decreased or 
nonexistent, at best we would wobble, and at worst we would fall. 
Similarly, we must be concerned about the information environment 
(i.e., feedback and other types of information relating to task accomplish­
ment) which exists in a work situation, for technology has provided far 
greater capacity for both complexity and simplicity in the tasks which 
workers are now asked to perform. On the one hand these tasks overload the 
human capacity for information processing, and on the other they place the 
worker in virtual isolation from performance feedback information. I men­
tion both ends of the continuum to point out that humans both seek for and 
perform best with an optimal amount of information froa the environment 
(cf., Berlyne, 1966; Chapanis, 1965). 
The meaning of the term "optimal amount of information" must be con­
sidered at this point. The issue is the circularity of the term and the 
problem caused by its usage. The term is circular because: 1) it can be 
said that an "optimal amount of information" leads to increased perform­
ance and 2) we say that we have reached an "optimal" level when the best 
performance is measured. The potential problem is circumvented in this 
research by having employees in the sample comparatively rate 1) what they 
perceive as the present level of information they receive and 2) the level 
of information they would prefer to receive. Here the determination of an 
optimal level of information rests not on a measure of performance but on 
employee preference ratings. 
Our lack of understanding concerning exactly where task related infor­
mation comes from and its effects on human behavior was made clear by 
Hackman and Lawler (1971) who pointed out that there little agreement or 
understanding of what constitutes feedback in a job situation. This lack 
of understanding has left industrial psychology with a theoretical gap 
relating task information to performance. A theoretical gap for psychology 
may be of little interest to industry, but this particular gap may have an 
economic impact resulting in disproportionate allocation of resources by 
management and a psychological impact on workers resulting in absenteeism, 
decreased performance, and generally low morale. For example, by simply 
redesigning materials to provide more task information, one company was 
able to save $33,000 over a three-year production run (Chaney & Teel, 
1967). Another firm (Karris, 1968) saved $28,000 in a single year by 
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instituting changes affecting the information environment of the workers. 
While these specific studies are examples of human factors engineering, 
they are also examples of how changes in the information environment (viz., 
notably the information provided by the task) can result in significant 
economic gain. However, it is still difficult for psychology to specifi­
cally advise industry on the use of task information other than to say that 
its use may lead to increased performance and satisfaction. 
Up to this point only the general concept of task information has been 
addressed. For purposes of this research, two types of information will be 
considered: 1) referent--information which tells the worker what is 
required of him or her to function successfully on the job and 2) appraisal 
--information which tells the worker if he or she is functioning success­
fully on the job. 
\ 
A further dimension which must be considered is the source of task 
information. An inquiry into the specific nature and action of its differ­
ing sources and types could conceivably allow us to make specific recommen­
dations regarding its structure and use in a work situation. It is also 
important that we take into consideration the occupational level of 
employees when investigating this area. For example, Starcevich (1973) has 
indicated that what satisfies one type of employee may not lead to satis­
faction for another. It may be that professional employees need less 
referent information than nonsupervisory employees or that more appraisal 
information from the formal organization would lead to increased job satis­
faction and higher morale for supervisory employees. Whatever the result, 
we must recognize that employees work in an information environment about 
which we know little. A clearer understanding of this environment is vital 
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to industry if it is to continue to increase production in a world which is 
becoming increasingly technologically complex. 
Greller and Herold (1975) have provided a point of embarkation for the 
study of sources and types of task information in a work situation. While 
certainly not exhaustive, their list of possible sources of information is 
at least representative of the wide range from which we might expect a 
worker to receive information in the work environment and as noted which 
have previously been considered facets of the work environment. These 
sources are: 1) the formal organization; 2) supervisor; 3) co-workers; 
4) the task itself; and 5) personal thoughts and feelings. 
In investigating these sources as providers of the two types of infor­
mation noted above (referent and appraisal information), they found that 
differences in informativeness across sources were moderated by the type of 
information provided. That is, it was found that the supervisor provided 
more information concerning task requirements (referent) than did the task 
itself. However, this relationship was reversed for the issue of how well 
the job was performed (appraisal). In spite of this interaction, gener­
ally. the informativeness of the sources increased as they went from 
psychologically distant (e.g., the formal organization) to psychologically 
nearer sources (e.g., personal thoughts and feelings). 
It should be noted here that if one refers to the original research by 
Greller and Herold or to previous research by Hanser and Muchinsky (1977), 
the increase in informativeness across sources appears more linear if the 
positions of supervisor and co-worker are reversed on the scale. As Hanser 
and Muchinsky noted, the scale may be more one of the importance of the 
information provided rather than the psychological distance of the source 
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from the employee. Thus, for purposes of the research which follows, the 
sources will be ordered consonant with the theory that the dimension is 
"importance of the information provided" rather than "psychological dis­
tance of the source." 
The research proposed here is seen as an extension and development of 
the work by Greller and Herold (1975), resulting in the beginning of a 
coordinated program of research aimed at a greater understanding of the 
information environment surrounding a worker. The basic problems to be 
investigated in this research are the following: 
1. Do different sources of information provide different amounts of 
referent and appraisal information to workers? Is this related to 
occupational class? 
This question first of all provides a replication of the work by Greller 
and Herold (1975). However, it further extends their investigation by 
including an analysis of three different occupational classes. While we 
might logically expect different occupational classes to experience differ­
ent information environments (Hanser & Muchinsky, 1977; Starcevich, 1973), 
this has not been shown. 
2. IIcw does perceived information received compare to expected and 
preferred amounts of information? Is this also job reiai-eù? 
Data obtained in answering this question coupled with that obtained from 
the first question will tell us whether individuals in different occupa­
tional classes have different expectations of, and/or preferences for, dif­
ferent information environments. This will allow us to make recommenda­
tions for the restructuring or maintenance of information environments as a 
function of employee preferences and occupational class. 
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3. What are the relations among expected, perceived, and preferred 
amount of information and job satisfaction? 
The third question provides data on the issue of the relation of informa­
tion environments and job satisfaction. We might expect to find that work­
ers whose present environment is at variance from their preferred or 
expected environment are least satisfied. 
15 
METHOD 
Instruments 
A copy of the questionnaire and correspondence accompanying it that 
was used to gather the pertinent information is included as Appendix A. 
Each individual rated each source of iiiforsaticn (for=al organization, 
co-workers J supervisor, task, personal feelings) on the amount of each of 
two types of information (referent and appraised) which the source provided 
and the individual preferred to be provided at this organization and which 
the individual expected would be provided within a different organization. 
This resulted in 30 ratings (5 sources x 2 types x 3 contexts of informa­
tion). All of these ratings were done on a 1-99 scale, with the scales 
labeled appropriately as shown in Appendix A. 
Each individual also completed the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, 
Kendall, & Hulin, 1969). This instrument consists of five subscales which 
measure an individual's satisfaction with a particular facet of his or her 
job. These five subscales are satisfaction with work, supervision, pay, 
promotions, and co-workers. In completing this instrument, each individual 
rated a numner of adjectives which describe the above facets of his/her job 
on a 1-99 scale. Again, labels used for this scale appear in Appendix A. 
This questionnaire was scored by adding ratings given for positive job 
descriptors and subtracting ratings given for negative descriptors. 
Each individual also provided the following demographic information: 
age, sex, and length of employment. 
15 
Population and Sample 
A sample of 750 employees of Iowa State University was randomly 
selected from University payroll records to represent three general levels 
of occupational class; 1) professional (instructors, assistant, associate, 
and full professors holding advanced degrees); 2) supervisory (persons who 
supervise two or more individuals such as office supervisors, work group 
leaders, shift supervisors, etc.); and 3) staff (members such as secre­
taries, clerks, plumbers, repairmen, technicians, etc.). These three gen­
eral levels were chosen to reflect the range of information environments 
which we might expect to exist in industry in general- It should be made 
clear, however, that differences do exist between university and industrial 
organizations and that these differences will to some extent limit possible 
generalizations. 
Procedure 
Selected employees were sent a copy of the questionnaire along with a 
return envelope to be used through the University campus mail system. 
Employees were asked to respond honestly, being reassured that their 
responses would ranain confidential. 
The only need to identify individuals was to determine if an individ­
ual was a professionals supervisory, or nonsupervisory employee. This was 
accomplished by having the questionnaire printed on three shades of paper, 
one shade for each occupational classification. The identification of 
individuals by job classification constituted the only attempt at identifi­
cation in this research project. 
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A blanket follow-up letter was sent to each member of the original 
sample within two weeks after the original mailing. The purpose of this 
letter was to thank respondents for their cooperation and to ask those who 
had not responded to do so. 
Data Analysis 
The actual analysis of the data was accomplished in three phases. 
Each phase of the analysis was designed to answer a specific question pro­
posed in the problem statement. 
Initially, all data were recorded on computer cards. Before analyses 
were begun, responses on the 1 to 99 scale used throughout the question­
naire were transformed to standard normal deviates. The purpose of the 
1 to 99 scale and the transformation was to increase the reliability of the 
individual items (Wolins & Dickinson, 1973). 
Phase One 
Dependent variables. The dependent variables used in this analysis 
were the subjects' ratings of the amount of appraisal and referent informa­
tion they currently receive from each of the five sources (formal organiza­
tion, co-workers, supervisor, task, psersonal feelings). As previously 
noted, these responses were transformed to standard normal deviates before 
the analysis was begun. 
Independent variables. Three independent variables and their interac­
tions were included in the model for this analysis. These were occupation 
(professional, supervisory, and staff), type of information (referent and 
appraisal), and source of information (as listed above). 
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Method of analysis. The three independent variables listed above were 
combined in a 3 x 2 x 5 split-plot analysis of variance, with the first 
factor between groups and the latter factors repeated measures. The 
repeated measures factors, their interaction, interactions with the main 
plot factor, and their associated error terms were divided into a number of 
orthogonal single degree of freedom contrasts. Individual beta weights 
were calculated for each of these contrasts for each subject, and the 
actual analyses were calculated on these betas. The design matrix used to 
calculate those weights appears In Appendix B. 
Single degree of freedom contrasts were used to more closely approxi­
mate proper statistical tests of the problems raised in this paper. More 
precisely, it could not be assumed that the within groups' covariance 
matrices were of the required structure to assure unbiased F ratios. The 
use of single degree of freedom tests with partitioned error terms aids in 
circumventing this problem. 
An exact least-squares unequal n split-plot analysis of variance was 
also calculated on the transformed ratings. In most cases, this analysis 
was used as the prime analysis for interpreting the results, due to the 
highly complex nature of the beta weight analysis. However, the beta 
weight analysis was consulted to assist in interpreting the increase in 
informativeness across sources, the differences that might exist in this 
trend between occupations, and as a general computational check on the 
least-squares analysis. 
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Phase Two 
The second problem concerns the relation of information received, pre­
ferred, and expected. However, since the ratings analyzed in Phase one 
also constitute a portion of this analysis, the two analyses are not ortho­
gonal. 
Dependent variables. Dependent variables for this analysis included 
subjects' ratings of the amount of appraisal and referent information they 
currently receive, prefer to receive, and would expect to receive in a dif­
ferent organization from each of the five sources of information listed 
previously. Once again, these responses were transformed to standard nor­
mal deviates before the analysis was begun. 
Independent variables. Four independent variables and their interac­
tions were included in the model for this analysis. These were occupation 
(professional, supervisory, and staff), type of information (referent and 
appraisal), context of information (received, preferred, and expected), and 
source of information (formal organization, co-workers, supervisor, task, 
and personal feelings). 
Method of analysis. The four independent variables listed were com­
bined ina3x2x3x5 split-plot analysis of variance, with the first 
factor between groups and the latter three factors repeated measures. As 
in the Phase one analysis, the repeated measures factors, their interac­
tions, interactions with the main plot factor, and their associated error 
terms were divided into a number of orthogonal single degree of freedoni 
contrasts. Other than above mentioned differences, this analysis was car­
ried out in a fashion identical to the Phase one analysis. That is, a beta 
weight and exact least-squares unequal n analysis were both calculated. 
20 
The design matrix for the calculation of beta weights appears in Appen­
dix B. 
Phase Three 
In order to provide insight into the relation of measures of per­
ceived, preferred, and expected information environments and job satisfac­
tion, a correlational technique was employed. 
Variables. With the a priori expectation that differences between the 
amount of information currently received and the amount preferred should be 
related to job satisfaction, the following variables were constructed for 
this analysis. The simple algebraic difference between the amount of 
information currently received and preferred was determined for each sub­
ject for each source and type of information. For example, one variable 
was the difference between the amount of referent information currently 
received from the formal organization and the amount preferred from the 
formal organization. 
Initially it was hoped that absolute difference scores could be used 
in the analysis, but the highly truncated nature of the distributions of 
these variables precluded that option. The inscruccioas lucluded with the 
questionnaire were designed to minimize problems inherent in using differ­
ence scores (cf., Cronbach & Furby, 1970). As a result, we can be reason­
ably certain of the following relations among the simple algebraic differ­
ence scores: 1) a difference score of zero indicates that the individual 
prefers to receive the same amount of information as he/she currently 
receives; 2) a positive difference score indicates that a person prefers to 
receive more information than he/she currently gets ; and 3) a negative 
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score indicates that he/she prefers to receive less than the current amount 
of information received. 
Other variables included in this analysis were ratings of amount of 
information the employee would expect to receive at a different organiza­
tion and the subscale and total scores on the JDI. 
Method of analysis. The above listed variables were intercorrelated 
separately for each occupation. Scatterplots were also drawn for each of 
the calculated correlations. These plots were examined and found to be 
somewhat irregular as a result of the algebraic difference scores being 
highly leptokurtic, centered around zero. Thus, calculated correlations, 
while serving as a rough relational index, must be interpreted with 
extreme caution. Another factor which must be considered when interpreting 
these correlations is that these measures are exclusively self-report, and 
as such, correlations among them may reflect bias due to method variance. 
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RESULTS 
Sample Demographic Data 
Table 1 contains selected demographic statistics of individuals who 
returned their questionnaires in usable form. Within occupation groups, 
42.4% of the professional group, 38.4% of the supervisory group, and 41.6% 
of the nonsupervisory group responded. The overall response rate was 
40.8%. 
Table 1 
Selected Demographic Statistics 
Occupation N 
Average 
age& 
Length of^ 
employment Male 
c 
Sex 
Female 
Professional 106 42.0 123.5 66 35 
Supervisory 104 46.2 169.2 72 27 
Staff 96 36.7 64.0 29 60 
Total 306 41.8 120.9 167 122 
a 
Age in years. 
^Time in months-
^N's do not total 306 due to incomplete data. 
Phase One 
The first question posed was whether different sources of information 
provide different amounts of referent and appraisal information to workers 
and whether or not this is related to occupation. The Phase one analysis 
of variance in Table 2 shows first of all that the overall difference 
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Table 2 
Analyses of Variance for Phase One 
Source of variation df SS MS 
A (Occupation)' 
S/A Error for A 
13.492 
662.202 
6.746 
9 sm 
2.697 <.067 
B (Type of information)^ 1 1.289 1.289 3.787 <.052 
AB 2 .252 .126 .370 <.696 
BS/A Error for B and AB 265 90.210 .340 
C (Source of information) 4 950.231 237.558 260.674 <.0001 
X2 1 908.680 908.680 615.551 <.0001 
X3 1 10.558 10.558 16-980 <.0002 
X4 1 .089 .089 .137 <.713 
X5 1 30.926 30.926 33.383 <.0001 
AC 8 35.499 4.437 4.869 <.001 
A X X2 2 4.979 2.490 1.696 <.183 
A X X3 2 17.230 8.615 12.897 <.0001 
A X X4 2 .079 .040 .063 <.939 
A X X5 2 13.212 6.606 7.506 <.001 
CS/A Error for C and AC 1060 966.001 .911 
Error for X2 and A x X2 265 388.958 1.468 
Error for X3 and A x X3 265 177.007 .668 
Error for X4 and A x X4 265 166.743 .629 
Error for X5 and A x X5 265 233.234 .880 
BC 4 49.901 12.475 46.227 <.0001 
X6 1 28.618 28.618 77.736 <.0001 
X7 1 14.793 14.793 58.422 <.0001 
X8 1 3.299 3.299 17.390 <.0002 
a9 1 O 1 QO 3 183 12:83? < 0007 
ABC 8 4.563 .570 2.114 <.050 
A X X6 2 .336 .168 .456 <.641 
A x X7 2 1.296 .648 2.557 <.078 
A X X8 2 1,087 .543 2.775 <.062 
A X X9 2 1.845 .923 3.530 <.030 
BCS/A Error for BC and ABC 1060 286.057 .270 
Error for X6 and A x X6 265 97.692 .369 
Error for X7 and A x X7 265 67.167 .253 
Error for X8 and A x X8 265 51.907 .196 
Error for X9 and A x X9 265 69.271 .261 
a 
This analysis is the same as the analysis on the intercept. 
b 
XI is the dummy variable for type of information. 
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between amounts of referent and appraisal information received is margin­
ally significant, £(1,265) = 3.79, £, < .052. The mean transformed ratings 
for referent and appraisal information are -.0476 and -.0915, respectively. 
Thus, slightly less appraisal information is transmitted than referent 
information. 
More importantly, the interaction between type and source of informa­
tion is also significant, £(4,1060) = 46.23, 2 < .0001. This interaction 
is depicted in Figure 1. A post hoc analysis (Tukey's HSD in Kirk, 1968) 
shows that a) the formal organization provides significantly less appraisal 
than referent information, £(2,265) = 17.85, £< .01; b) performance of the 
task provides significantly more appraisal than referent information, 
£(2,265) = 5.09, 2 < .01; c) personal feelings provide significantly more 
appraisal than referent information, £(2,265) = 3.13, s. < .05; and d) there 
is no significant difference between amounts of appraisal and referent 
information provided by either supervisors or co-workers. 
Previous research by Greller and Herald (1975) and Hanser and 
Muchinsky (1977) has indicated that the informativeness of a source of 
information is moderated by the type of information provided. Both sets of 
these researchers have also noted that the five sources of information may 
be viewed as varying along a dimension of importance of the information 
which they provide. The ordering cf sources along this dimension in order 
of increasing importance, as previously listed, is 1) the formal organiza­
tion; 2) co-workers; 3) supervisor; 4) the task; and 5) personal thoughts 
and feelings. For the analysis of variance on beta weights (Table 1), the 
main effect of sources was divided into its linear, quadratic, cubic, and 
Figure 1. The interaction of source and type of information 
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quartic components. Note in the beta weights analysis that these compon­
ents of the type x source of information interaction are all significant. 
As indicated in Figure 1, there is a general increase in informative-
ness across sources as we move from the formal organization to personal 
thoughts and feelings. Regarding the significance of the linear, quad­
ratic, cubic, and quartic components in the analysis of variance table, it 
should be noted that the distances between sources of information along the 
hypothesized importance of information scale have not been determined to be 
equal. Hence any implication that the results show other than a general 
increase in informativeness along this scale is spurious, due to the arbi­
trary assignment of equal intervals by the author. At this point, however, 
we can stats that indeed different sources of information do provide dif­
ferent amounts of referent and appraisal information to workers. 
Is this related to occupation? Two interactions are relevant here. 
First, the interaction of occupation, source, and type of information is 
significant, F(8,1060) = 2.11, £< .05. Second, the less complicated 
interaction of occupation and source of information is also significant, 
£(3,1060) - 4.87, £, < .-001= The first of these interactions is pictured in 
Figures 2a, b, and c. The beta weight analysis indicates that this is most 
likely due to the quartic component of source of information interacting 
with occupation and type of information, F(2,265) = 3.53, £, < .03. The 
beta weight analysis of the second interaction designates the quadratic, 
F(2,265) = 12.90, £< .0001, and quartic, F(2,265) = 7.51, £. < .001, com­
ponents of source of information as interacting with occupation. Given 
that these interactions are highly complex, a close study of Figures 2a, 
b, and c is indicated. Note immediately that for staff (Figure 2a) and 
Figure 2a. The interaction of source and type of information for staff employees 
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supervisory (Figure 2b) levels, informativeness of the sources tends to 
show a general increase across sources, whereas at the professional (Fig­
ure 2c) level the informativeness of co-workers and supervisor appears to 
be about equal. Post hoc tests (Tukey's HSD) indicate some interesting 
points. All three occupational levels receive significantly less appraisal 
than referent information from the formal organization, as is apparent in 
the figures. Supervisors receive significantly more appraisal than refer­
ent information from their co-workers, ^ ,(2,1060) = 4.45, £< .01, while 
this difference is not apparent for either staff or professional levels. 
Both staff and supervisory levels receive slightly more appraisal than 
referent information from performing the task, 3.(2,1060) = 3.10 and 3.18, 
respectively, ^ 's < -05. and staff members receive slightly more appraisal 
than referent information from their own personal thoughts and feelings, 
3.(2,1060) = 3.07, £ < .05. Thus, not only does the general informativeness 
of a given source vary with the type of information provided, but this also 
differs in relation to the occupation level one is considering. For exam­
ple, using Scheffe's ratio, supervisors receive significantly less referent 
information from their co-workers than either of the other two groups, 
F(l,2650) = 12.29, £ < .05. Also, staff members receive significantly more 
information overall from their supervisors than either of the other two 
groups. Finally, from the interaction of occupation and source of informa­
tion, F(8,1060) = 4.869, £, < .001, a post hoc test (Tukey's HSD) shows that 
staff members receive significantly less, s.(2,255) = 3.39, 2 < .01, overall 
information from their personal thoughts and feelings than do profes­
sionals, with supervisors falling in between. 
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Thus, as was found by Greller and Herold (1975) and Hanser and 
Muchinsky (1977), the informativeness of a source varies with the type of 
information provided, especially for what may be the least well-defined 
source of information, the formal organization. Further, two key differ­
ences between occupations are notable. First, it appears that supervisors 
and co-workers are equally rated as providers of information by supervisory 
and professional groups, as opposed to staff members who receive less 
information from their co-workers. Secondly, professional employees are 
more informed about task performance by their personal feelings than are 
staff iLambers. 
Phase Two 
The second major point to be explored in this research is the relation 
of information received, expected to receive, and preferred. Also to be 
explored here is the thesis that these relations differ from one occupa­
tional level to another. The analysis of variance for this phase of the 
research appears as Table 3. 
As indicated in Table 3, the main effect for context of information is 
highly significant, F(2,530) = 56.36, £. < .ûûi. The average uransfonacd 
ratings for this effect are: received -.70; preferred .14; and expected 
.10. An orthogonal contrast of information currently received versus 
information preferred (variable X6, beta weight analysis Table 3) is highly 
significant F(l,265) = 99.20, £, < .0001. The means listed above clearly 
show that information received is quite less than, either the amount pre­
ferred or the amount expected at another position. However, this variable 
also interacted significantly with type of information, F(2,530) = 23.98, 
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Table 3 
Analyses of Variance for Phase Two 
Source of variation df SS MS F 2. 
A (Occupation)^ 2 23.127 11.563 1.57 <.209 
S/A 265 1951.038 7.362 
B (Type of information)^ 1 1.156 1.156 1.46 <.222 
AB 2 2.367 1.184 1.49 <•227 
BS/A 265 210.288 .794 
C (Source of information) 4 1812.442 453.111 218.76 <.0001 
X2 1 1762.376 1762.376 476.99 <.0001 
X3 1 40.941 40.941 32.04 <.0001 
X4 1 10.011 10.011 7.13 <.008 
X5 1 1.679 1.679 .59 <.441 
AC 8 96,171 12.021 5.80 <.001 
A X X2 2 19.131 9.566 2.61 <.075 
A X X3 2 34.497 17.249 12.82 <.0001 
A X X4 2 .300 .150 .11 <.900 
A X X5 2 42.418 21.209 11.42 <.0001 
OS/A Error for C and AC 1060 2195.569 2.071 
Error for X2 and A x X2 265 970.876 3.664 
Error for X3 and A x X3 265 356.625 1.346 
Error for X4 and A x X4 265 375.603 1.417 
Error for X5 and A x X5 265 721.516 2.723 
D (Context of information) 2 67.875 33.938 66.36 <.0001 
X6 1 60.807 60.807 99.20 <.0001 
X7 1 7.084 7.084 17.22 <.0001 
AD 4 3.154 .788 1.54 <.200 
A X X6 2 . 750 . 3o5 uC ^.551 
A X X7 2 2.440 1.220 2.97 <.053 
DS/A Error for D and AD 530 271.045 .511 
Error for X6 and A x X6 265 161.838 .611 
Error for X7 and A x X7 265 108.887 .411 
BC 4 74.589 18.647 34.69 <.0001 
X8 1 37.679 37.679 48.02 <.0001 
X9 1 31.897 31.897 64.00 <.0001 
XI0 1 2.605 2.605 6.50 <.012 
XI1 1 2.190 2.190 5.38 <.021 
^This analysis is the same as the analysis on the intercept. 
^Xl is the dummy variable for type of information. 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Source of variation df SS MS F £ 
ABC 8 11.634 1.454 2.71 <.010 
A X X8 2 3.680 1.840 2.32 <.101 
A X X9 2 4.629 2.315 4.61 <. 011 
A X XlO 2 1.038 .519 1.24 <.292 
A X Xll 2 2.261 1.131 2.59 <.077 
BCS/A Error for BC and ABC 1060 569.884 .538 
Error for X8 and A x X8 265 210.293 .794 
Error for X9 and A x X9 265 133.166 .503 
Error for XlO and A x XlO 265 111.120 .419 
Error for Xll and A x Xll 265 115.803 .437 
BD 2 9.186 4.593 23.98 <.0001 
XI2 1 8.589 8.589 42.38 <.0001 
X13 1 .596 .596 3.20 <.075 
ABD 4 .462 .115 .60 <.500 
A X XI2 2 .326 .163 .81 <.445 
A X XI3 2 .136 .068 .37 <.688 
BDS/A Error for BD and ABD 530 101.535 .192 
Error for X12 and A x XI2 265 53.254 .201 
Error for X13 and A x X13 265 48.257 .182 
CD 8 95.493 11.937 53.08 
X14 1 27.777 27.777 97.81 <.0001 
X15 1 .413 .413 2.69 <.103 
X16 1 3.004 3.004 32.15 <.0001 
XI7 1 22.426 22.426 94.48 <.0001 
X18 1 28.506 28.506 76.04 <.0001 
v l Q  1 .001 .001 .03 <.862 
X20 1 .548 . 546 2. 0 V  <C«C51 
X21 1 12.815 12.815 44.09 <.0001 
ACD 16 4.341 .271 1.21 <.200 
A X X14 2 .397 .199 .70 <.499 
A X XI5 2 .305 . 153 1.03 <.357 
A X X16 2 .077 .039 .41 <.665 
A X X17 2 .506 .253 1.06 <.347 
A X XI8 2 1.155 .578 1.52 <.221 
A X X19 2 .938 .469 2.82 <.061 
A X X20 2 .137 .069 .35 <.706 
À X X21 2 .838 .419 1.45 <.235 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Source of variation df SS MS F £ 
CDS/A Error for CD and ACD 2120 476.742 .225 
Error for X14 and A x X14 265 75.437 .285 
Error for Xi5 and A x X15 265 39.030 .147 
Error for X16 and A x XI6 265 25.021 .094 
Error for XI7 and A x Xi7 265 63.176 .238 
Error for X18 and A x XI8 265 100.693 .380 
Error for X19 and A x X19 265 44.076 .166 
Error for X20 and A x X20 265 52.364 .198 
Error for X21 and A x X21 265 76.297 .288 
BCD 8 14.346 1.793 15 .94 <.0001 
X22 1 8.133 8.133 58 .98 <.0001 
X23 1 .005 .005 .12 <.732 
X24 1 .587 .587 13 .18 <.0003 
X25 2.148 2.148 21 .81 <.0001 
X26 1 .369 .369 1 .30 <.257 
X27 1 2.408 2.408 19 .62 <.0001 
X28 1 .695 .695 7 .13 <.008 
X29 1 .071 .071 .55 <.462 
ABCD 16 2.476 .155 1 .38 <.200 
A X X22 2 .671 .336 2 .47 <.087 
A X X23 2 .449 .225 3 .21 <.042 
A X X24 2 .288 .144 3 .18 <.043 
A X X25 2 .463 .232 2 .29 <.103 
A X X26 2 .007 .003 .02 <.983 
A X X27 2 .269 .135 1 .08 <.342 
A X X28 2 .111 .056 .56 <.574 
A X X29 2 .188 .094 .78 <.462 
BCDS/A Error for BCD and AbCD 2120 236.536 • JL J.U 
Error for X22 and A x X22 265 36.003 .136 
Error for X23 and A x X23 265 18.533 .070 
Error for X24 and A x X24 265 12.009 .045 
Error for X25 and A X X25 265 26.766 .101 
Error for X26 and A x X26 265 53.512 .202 
Error for X27 and A x X27 265 33.078 .125 
Error for X28 and A x X28 265 26.531 .100 
Error for X29 and A x X29 265 32.102 .121 
Total 8039 8233.476 
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£, < .001, source of information, £(8,2120) = 53.08, £< .0001, and with 
both type and source of information, £(8,2120) = 15.936, £ < .001. This 
last three-way interaction is illustrated in Figures 3a and b. Employing 
a number of nonorthogonal post hoc tests (Tukey's HSD), it can be seen that 
all occupations prefer to receive significantly more referent information 
from the formal organization than they currently receive, ^ (2,530) = 5.72, 
£ < .01. This same relation holds true for amount of information preferred 
and currently received from the employee's supervisor, 3.(2,530) = 6.73, 
2 < .01. 
Amount of information preferred vs. that currently received does not 
differ for co-workers, task, and personal feelings. Not surprisingly 
employee ratings indicate that if they went to a similar job in a new 
organization, they would expect to receive more referent information from 
the formal organization than they would prefer to receive, ^ (2,530) = 
3.02, £< .05. In another context, the situation is reversed, with 
employees preferring to receive more referent information from their own 
personal thoughts than they would expect to receive at a new job from their 
personal thoughts, £(2,530) = 3.31, 2. < .05. As a result, we can now state 
that while the different occupation groups perceive different information 
environments to exist (Phase one results), in relation to referent informa­
tion, their preferences and expectations do not differ significantly. That 
is, across the three occupations, most importantly, more reference informa­
tion is preferred from the formai organisaLlori and from supervisors than is 
currently provided. A key point here is that while the environments are 
perceived as differing, for whatever reason there are no differences in 
preferred environments from one occupation to another. 
Figure 3a. The interaction of context and source of referent information 
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Turning now to Figure 3b and the relation of appraisal information 
received, preferred, and expected, all three external sources of informa­
tion (formal organization, co-workers, and supervisor) provide signifi­
cantly less of this type of information than preferred, £'s(2,530) = 15.52, 
4.20, and 13.46, £'s ^  .01, respectively. As opposed to referent informa­
tion (Figure 3a), the mean transformed ratings of expected information are 
consistently lower than preferred levels and significantly so for the 
supervisor, ^ (2,530) = 3.85, £ < .01, and task, ^ (2,530) = 2.77, £ < .05. 
In both Figures 3a and b, it is apparent that the amount of information 
expected on a new job from the formal organization and supervision is sig­
nificantly higher than the amount currently received. 
In summary, the relation of context of information (received, pre­
ferred, or expected) differs by both the type of information provided 
(referent and appraisal) and the source which provides the information 
(formal organization, co-workers, supervisor, task, and personal feelings). 
Further, while there are small differences in the information environment 
perceived by different occupations (see Phase one results), these differ­
ences do not appear evident when one considers the preference or expectan­
cies of these workers for an information environment. 
The results of the correlation of the difference scores (preferred-
received), information expected items, and job satisfaction for staff, 
supervisory, and professional employees are listed in Tables 4, 5, and 6, 
respectively. 
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Staff 
Looking first at the correlations with total job satisfaction for 
staff members (Table 4), two are significant. The larger the difference 
(positive) between amount of referent information preferred from the super­
visor and that actually received, the less satisfied an individual is, 
r = -.22, 2 < .05. The same relation also holds for appraisal information, 
r = -.35, £ < .01. Considering specific sales of the JDI, the greater the 
difference between what they preferred to receive from their personal feel­
ings and what they actually received, the more highly satisfied they were 
with supervision, _r = .24, _£ < -05. Stating this relation differently, if 
a person receives more information from personal feelings than he/she pre­
fers to receive, then he/she is less satisfied with supervision. That is, 
apparently staff members are forced to rely on personal feelings for infor­
mation not provided by the supervisor. 
The greater the difference between preferred and received amounts of 
appraisal information from co-workers, the less satisfied an individual is 
with promotion, r = -.35, £. < .01. The greater this difference is for 
information received from the supervisor, the lower the satisfaction with 
work (_r = -.28, £ < .05), supervision (r = -.31, £ < .01), pay (r = -.40, 
2 < .01), and promotions (_r = -.24, 2. < .05). Finally, if an employee is 
satisfied with promotions. he/she expects to receive relatively little 
referent information from co-workers, r = -.33, e. < .01. 
Supervisory 
Turning now to supervisory employees (Table 5), a number of variables 
are related to total job satisfaction. Concerning referent information. 
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Table 4 
Correlation of Information Expected, Difference of Preferred 
and Received, and Job Satisfaction for Staff 
Item 
JDI scale 
Work Supervision Pay Promotion Co-workers Total 
Referent 
Prefer-receive 
Formal org. 
Co-workers 
Supervisor 
Task 
Feelings 
,06 
.14 
.21 
.18 
.20 
.04 
,04 
. 2 2  
,16 
.24* 
.07 
.12 
.16 
.01 
.13 
,02 
,00 
.17 
.03 
,00 
.04 
.08 
.02 
. 22  
.16 
.01 
.03 
.22* 
.05 
.13 
Expected 
Formal org. .09 .04 .03 -.14 .14 .08 
Co-workers -.05 .00 .06 -.33** .06 -.04 
Supervisor -.09 .16 .15 -.10 .12 .10 
Task .03 .07 -.01 -.01 .06 . 06 
Feelings .14 .01 -.09 .01 .06 .05 
Appraisal 
Prefer-receive 
Formal org. -.15 -.09 -.18 -.20 -.10 
Co-workers -.07 .05 .02 -.35** -.07 
Supervisor -.28* -.31** -.40** -.24* -.01 
Task -.10 .09 -.08 -.17 -.03 
Feelings .07 .09 - .04 -.07 -.12 
.19 
.08 
.35** 
.06 
.00 
Formal org. -.08 -.14 .07 -.20 .13 -.05 
Co-workers .11 .15 .10 - .16 .07 .11 
Supervisor -.09 .00 .04 -.05 .21 .05 
Task .01 -.02 -.09 -.08 .16 .01 
Feelings .00 -.07 -.10 -.01 .16 .00 
*£ < .05. 
**D < .01. 
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Table 5 
Correlation of Information Expected, Difference of Preferred 
and Received, and Job Satisfaction for Supervisors 
JDI scale 
Item Work Supervision Pay Promotion Co-workers Total 
Referent 
Prefer-receive 
Formal org. -.16 -.05 -.11 -.22* -.14 -.20 
Co-workers -.12 -.11 .00 -.15 -.12 -.15 
Supervisor -.29** -.30** -.18 -.27* -.26* -.39** 
Task -.34** -.02 -.13 -.17 -.17 -.25* 
Feelings -.11 -.09 -.13 -.12 -.21 -.20 
Expected 
Formal org. .00 .03 .07 -.13 -.05 -.01 
Co-workers -.23* -.08 .00 .05 -.22* -.16 
Supervisor -.18 .06 -.05 -.10 .03 - .06 
Task -.12 -.14 -.08 -.15 -. 16 -.20 
Feelings .17 -.09 -.03 - .06 -.19 - .06 
Appraisal 
Prefer-receive 
Formal org. -.18 -.21 -.24* -.35** -.10 -.31** 
Co-workers -.35** -.13 -.17 -.23* -.16 -.31** 
Supervisor -.03 -.39** -.26* -.15 -.13 -.30** 
Task -.30** -.15 -.17 -.15 -.20 -.29** 
Feelings .25* .16 .13 .20 -.06 .20 
uXÎJ"cC ted 
Formal org. -.17 -.09 - .04 -.27* -.13 -.20 
Co-workers -.12 -.22* -.01 .04 -.21 -.17 
Supervisor -.25* .14 -.23* -.42** -.27* -.28** 
Task -. 06 -.03 -.20 -.20 -.34** -.24** 
Feelings .07 .04 -.13 -.04 -.21 -.08 
*2 < 
**2. < .01. 
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the greater the difference between preferred and received levels provided 
by the supervisor = -.39, £< .01) and the task (r = -.25, 2. < -05), the 
less satisfied an individual is. When we speak of appraisal information, 
this same relation holds for all sources of information except personal 
feelings (r's = -.31, -.31, -.30, -.29, respectively, £'s < .01). Thus, to 
a much greater extent, overall satisfaction with work is more highly 
related to referent information for the supervisory group than for the 
staff group. Further, when an individual is satisfied with his/her job, 
he/she expects to receive less appraisal information from either the super­
visor, r = -.28, £. < .01, or the task, r = -.24, £< .05, than he/she 
currently receives. Or perhaps more clearly, when an individual is dissat­
isfied with his/her job, he/she would expect to receive more appraisal 
information from the supervisor and the task at a new organization. As an 
aside here to aid in understanding this relation, it may be that in meas­
uring what workers would expect at a new organization, we are touching on 
reasons for which a person would or would not change jobs. That is, if a 
supervisor is dissatisfied with the current appraisal information environ­
ment, perhaps he/she ^ould leave if more appraisal information could be 
expected at the new organization but would stay if it could not. 
For this group, satisfaction with the work scale of the JDI is nega­
tively related to the difference score for referent information for the 
supervisor, _r = -.29, £ < .01, and the task, r = -.34, £< .01, and the 
difference score for appraisal information from co-workers, jc = -.35, 
£< .01, and task, r = -.30, £< -01, and positively related to the dif­
ference for appraisal information from personal feelings, r = .25, £< .05. 
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Also, the more satisfied a supervisor is with work, the less referent 
information is expected from co-workers, r = -.23, 2. < -05, and the less 
appraisal information is expected in turn from his/her supervisor, 
r = -.25, 2 < .05. 
Satisfaction with supervision is inversely related to the difference 
score for both referent and appraisal information from the supervisor, 
X's = -.30 and -.39, respectively, £*s < .01. That is, the greater the 
difference between preferred and received information from the supervisor, 
the less satisfied an individual is with supervision. Also, the more sat­
isfied a supervisor is with supervision, the less he/she expects to receive 
appraisal information from his/her co-workers, r = -.22, £< .05. 
The larger the difference between appraisal information preferred and 
received from the formal organization, r = -.24, £< .05, and the super­
visor, _r = -.35, £ < .01, the less satisfied an individual in this group is 
likely to be with his/her pay. In addition, a person in this group who is 
more satisfied with pay expects to receive less appraisal information from 
his/her supervisor, r = -.23, £< .05. Thus while not definite, for this 
group appraisal information from the supervisor may be seen as a substitute 
for his/her pay. 
The difference scores for referent information from the formal organi­
zation, r = -.22, 2. < '05, and supervisor, _r = -.27, £< .05, and for 
appraisal information from the formal organization, r = -.35, 2 < .01, and 
co-workers, r = -.23, £, < .05, are all negatively related to satisfaction 
with promotion. For example, supervisors who would prefer to receive more 
appraisal information than they currently receive from the formal 
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organization are less satisfied with promotion as measured by the JDI pro­
motion scale. Additionally, a supervisor satisfied with promotions would 
expect to receive less referent information in the future at a different 
organization from the formal organization, _r = -.27, £ < .05, and from his/ 
her supervisor, r = -.42, < .01. 
If a supervisor's supervisor provides less referent information than 
is preferred, then he/she is likely to be dissatisfied with his/her 
co-workers as measured by the JDI co-worker scale, _r = -.26, £. < .05. 
Finally, if a person in this group is satisfied with his/her co-workers. 
he/she is likely to expect less referent information from co-workers, 
r = -.22, £< .05, and less appraisal information from his/her supervisor, 
r_ = -.27, 2 < .05, and from the task, r = -.34, 2. < .01. 
Generally then, not only is the referent information environment more 
highly related to job satisfaction for supervisors than staff members, even 
more so is the appraisal information environment related for this group. 
As might be expected, information from the formal organization is most 
highly related to satisfaction with pay and promptions--the facets of work 
most closely controlled by this source^ Also- a number of similar expecta­
tions are met for this group, most notably that information coming from a 
person's supervisor, of all sources, is most important for job satisfac­
tion. 
Finally, when looking at the results of this group compared to those 
for staff nembers, for some reason which is open to speculation, informa­
tion coming from the formal organization is not related to any aspect of 
job satisfaction. For staff, only information coming from the supervisor 
seems important to job satisfaction. 
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Professional 
In the professional group (Table 6), the larger the difference between 
preferred and received referent information from the supervisor (r = -.32, 
2 < .01) and the task (r = -.25, £< .05), and appraisal information from 
the formal organization (r = -.36, £ < .01), the supervisor (r^ = -.33, 
2. < .01) and the task (r = -.27, £< .05), the lower the overall iob satis­
faction score. These relations are quite similar to those in the super­
visory group (cf.. Table 5). 
Satisfaction with work is lower for individuals who perceive large 
differences between both referent = -.26, £< .05) and appraisal 
(r; = -.35, £< .01) information preferred and received from the task. Sat­
isfaction with supervision, pay, and promotion is related to the same dif­
ference scores (see Table 5 for r's). That is, when a member of this group 
perceives large differences between referent information preferred and 
received from the supervisor, he/she is also likely to be dissatisfied with 
supervision, pay, and promotions. The exact same relations were found for 
appraisal information received and preferred from the formal organization 
and the supervisor. For example^ when appraisal information received from 
the formal organization is less than preferred, the individual is likely to 
be dissatisfied with promotions. ^  = -.43, jg < .01. 
Further, when co-workers provide less referent information than is 
preferred, professionals tend to be less satisfied with their co-workers. 
r = -.28, _E < .01. Finally if less appraisal information is received from 
the task than is preferred, then members of this group are less satisfied 
with co-workers. r = -.22, £ < .05. 
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Table 6 
Correlation of Information Expected, Difference of Preferred 
and Received, and Job Satisfaction for Professionals 
JDI scale 
Item Work Supervision Pay Promotion Co-workers Total 
Referent 
Prefer~receive 
Formal org. -.08 -.18 -.07 -.16 - .06 -.15 
Co-workers -.03 .18 .11 .07 -.28** .00 
Supervisor -.11 -.42** -.28** -.26* - .04 -.32** 
Task -.26* -.17 -.12 -.11 -.20 -.25* 
Feelings -.19 .09 -.08 -.05 -.07 -.07 
Expected 
Formal org. -. 14 .16 -.11 .11 -.09 -.01 
Co-workers -.09 -.08 -.09 -.10 .19 -.03 
Supervisor -.18 .10 -.05 .15 - .06 -.01 
Task .00 .02 .08 -.03 .05 .04 
Feelings .04 -.03 -.04 -.10 .09 .00 
Appraisal 
Prefer-receive 
Formal org. -.18 -.35** -.29** -.43** -.09 -.36** 
Co-workers .05 .02 -.13 -.12 .06 -.01 
Supervisor -.17 -.38** -.30** -.37** .00 -.33** 
Task -.35** -.11 -.16 -.16 -.22* - 27* 
Feelings -.19 .00 - .06 .04 -.11 -.09 
Expected 
Formal org. -.02 .07 .05 .17 -.04 .05 
Co-workers .00 -. 10 .09 -.13 .20 .03 
Supervisor -.03 .12 .01 .06 .02 .06 
Task .04 -.02 . 02 -.05 .12 .04 
Feelings .02 - .04 - .06 -.05 .09 .00 
*2 < =05; 
< .01.  
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In comparing professional employees with staff and supervisory 
employees, the most striking difference is that job satisfaction is mostly 
unrelated to expectations about the information environment for profes­
sionals and staff members, while it is related for supervisors to a greater 
extent. Also, the difference between received and preferred referent 
information is to a great extent unrelated to job satisfaction for staff 
members, while being somewhat more important for supervisory and profes­
sional employees. 
To summarize the Phase three results, generally, the items measuring 
the work information environment are more highly related to job satisfac­
tion for supervisors than staff members. Beyond this, the relations among 
these variables also differ within these two groups. For example, for 
staff members, only information coming from the supervisor is related to 
overall job satisfaction, while for supervisors appraisal information from 
all sources except personal feelings is related to overall job satisfac­
tion. Also, referent information appears to be more highly related to sat­
isfaction for supervisors than for staff members. 
The major distinction of the professional group is that satisfaction 
is unrelated to expectations these workers may have about an information 
environment which they might encounter in the future. Overall, satisfac­
tion is most related to work information environments for supervisors. At 
this point then, in referring to the problem posed for this phase of the 
research, we can state with some degree of certainty thac what we have 
defined as a work information environment is related to job satisfaction as 
measured by the JDI and further that these relations differ to some extent 
across the three occupational groups included in this research. 
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Summary of Results 
Before discussing the issues raised by the results of this research, 
it will be helpful to review the questions raised in the statement of the 
problem and, very generally, the answers provided herein. 
The first question dealt with the perceptions which workers have of 
the work information environment within which they currently find them­
selves. That is, do employees perceive the different sources of informa­
tion identified throughout as providing differential amounts of appraisal 
and referent information? Further, are these environments different for 
different occupational groups? Results indicate that sources do not pro­
vide equal amounts of these types of information. The formal organization 
provides more referent than appraisal information, while the task and per­
sonal feelings provide more appraisal information. Among a number of other 
differences, staff members receive more information overall from their 
supervisors than do supervisory and professional groups. Also, staff mem­
bers receive less overall information from their personal thoughts and 
feelings than professional employees, with supervisory employees in between. 
Thus we can answer in the affirmative to both parts of problem one. 
Secondly, we wished to investigate the relation of the current infor­
mation environment to a preferred environment and one that might be 
expected to occur in the future. Once again there was some question as to 
whether these relations would also be moderated by occupational group. 
Clearly, less information is received than was either preferred or 
would be expected by the employees responding. The greatest disparity 
between what is received and what is preferred by all occupations deals 
with the informativeness of the formal organization and of the employee's 
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supervisor. As would be expected at a new job, when these employees con­
sidered what they would expect the work information environment to consist 
of in a new organization, they stated that they would expect to receive a 
good deal more referent information from the formal organization than they 
would prefer to receive and conversely that they would expect to receive a 
good deal less referent information than they would prefer from their per­
sonal thoughts. 
However, when we look for differences between the occupational groups 
in amount of information they would prefer or expect to receive, they do 
not exist. That is, while the Phase one results indicate a difference in 
the information environment that is currently perceived to exist, when 
asked what they would prefer, or have come to expect to receive, there are 
no differences between the occupational groups. Thus, as might have been 
expected, less information was received than these workers would have pre­
ferred to receive, yet interestingly, there were no marked differences from 
group to group in what they preferred to receive. 
Finally, we wished to consider how, or even if, the concept of a work 
information environment is related to job satisfaction and again whether 
these relations would change from one group to another. The results of the 
Phase three analysis show distinct relations of this concept to job satis­
faction. For all three occupations, when the difference between received 
and preferred amounts of information provided by the supervisor increased, 
overall job satisfaction decreased. This occurred regardless of whether it 
was referent or appraisal information. In some cases, differences in job 
satisfaction were also related to the amount of information a person had 
come to expect to receive. This did not occur, however, for the 
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professional group. Also, relations of the work information environment 
with job satisfaction appeared to be more evident for the supervisory group 
than for either of the other groups. The most general result was that 
overall job satisfaction was found to be more evidently related to 
aopraisal information than to referent information provided in the work 
environment. Thus, as measured, the work information environment is 
related to overall job satisfaction and a number of its facets. In addi­
tion, there appear to be substantive differences in these relations from 
one occupational group to another. 
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DISCUSSION 
Phase One 
The results of this section clearly replicate previous work by Greller 
and Herold (1975) and Hanser and Muchinsky (1977). As in these earlier 
studies, the amount of information provided by each source was related to 
the specific type of information provided. Since the instructions for com­
pleting the questionnaire clearly stated that the sources of information 
were to be rated relative to each other. Figure 1 implies that the source 
which provides the least amount of information is the formal organization. 
Greller and Herold and Hanser and Muchinsky both noted that the some­
what linear increase in informativeness across sources may be due to either 
the psychological distance or the impact of information provided by the 
source. Of course, other possible explanations should not be ruled out 
until further research is done. For example, as Hanser and Muchinsky 
noted, the usefulness of information provided by the various sources also 
differs, and this may account for the observed effect. The underlying 
dimension could also be the specificity of the information provided. That 
is, it may be that the information provided by the formai organizaLlou is 
of necessity very general in content in relation to that provided by a 
supervisor or by the worker himself. Observing the work more closely, 
these latter sources would be able to provide more detailed information to 
the individual employee- However, receiving little information from the 
formal organization may have no appreciable impact on performance or satis­
faction since employees may not expect to receive copious amounts of infor­
mation from the formal organization. In any case, we might expect to find 
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that differences in the informativeness of the sources and also that 
workers' expectations of the informativeness of the sources are related to 
the size and structure of the organization. For example, a small organiza­
tion may allow for more direct contact between the employee and the fornal 
organization, or a large organization with an extremely flat organizational 
structure may allow the same contact to occur. 
Perhaps more important is the finding that the three occupational 
groups perceive their work environments differently. While there is a gen­
eral trend in increasing informativeness of the sources as we move from the 
formal organization to personal thoughts and feelings for all groups, for 
the professional group (Figure 2c), the informativeness of the supervisor 
and co-workers is about equal. This may be a result of the type of organi­
zation used in this research. That is, in a university it seems reasonable 
that faculty members would perceive the department executive officer as a 
colleague to some degree (cf., DeVries & Snyder, 1974), especially when 
many departments rotate the executive position among different faculty mem­
bers at regular intervals. However, as will be discussed later, for faculty 
members, information provided by their executive officer was more related 
to job satisfaction than information provided by co-workers (see Table 6), 
so apparently some distinction is maintained. 
Supervisors received more appraisal than referent information from 
their co-workers, while this difference was not apparent for either staff 
or professional employees. In instructing employees to respond to items 
related to information provided by co-workers, this source was simply 
defined as the people with whom you work. If we examine this closely, 
staff and faculty members are likely to work with others of the same 
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classification most of the time. However, the very meaning of the word 
"supervisor" implies that he/she works closely directing his/her subordi­
nates. Thus, it is entirely possible that supervisors, in responding to 
items regarding co-workers, actually were rating information which they 
received from their subordinates, since these are likely to be the people 
with whom they work most closely. If this is in fact what occurred, then 
the above listed result might be representative of information being either 
distorted or filtered as it passed from lower to higher organizational lev­
els. That is, supervisors are more likely to perceive information provided 
by their subordinates as telling them how well they are doing than what 
they should be doing. For example, O'Reilly and Roberts (1974) found that 
favorable information is more likely to be passed up the organizational 
hierarchy than unfavorable information, whether important or not. While 
other explanations are possible, the one presented here appears to be most 
logical. 
Other occupational differences also prove interesting. Staff and 
supervisory employees received more appraisal than referent information 
from the task. As one might expect, professionals apparently rely on the 
task to provide both referent and appraisal information, whereas staff and 
supervisors obtain more appraisal than referent information from the task. 
Not unexpectedly, staff members received more information overall from 
their supervisors than either of the other groups. 
Finally, staff members found their personal thoughts and feelings less 
informative than professionals, with supervisors lying in between these 
groups. This last difference allows for some interesting speculation, some 
answers to which occur in the next section. It does not seem unrealistic 
to assume that traditional management has always felt that as we move from 
unskilled laborers to highly skilled professionals, less and less supervi­
sion is needed. That is, highly skilled individuals should be able to work 
autonomously relying on their personal thoughts and feelings for informa­
tion. As this research indicates, professionals find their personal feel­
ings significantly more informative than do staff members. Given this, one 
might ask how this state of affairs came to be. Has management imposed 
this environment on professionals using the logic noted above? Or, have 
professionals indicated to management in some way that this is how they 
prefer things to be? While not providing a final answer to these ques­
tions, the next section does provide some insight along these lines. 
Phase Two 
A fair amount of criticism concerning the type of selection procedures 
which industrial psychology uses has been related to the indirect methods 
used to measure an individual's suitability for a given job. In answer, 
many psychologists have turned to the development of work samples (cf., 
Asher & Sciarrino, 1974). Similarly, there are many indirect techniques 
which could be developed to determine which type of work environment would 
lead to an increase in an employee's satisfaction. Relying on the human 
organism's ability to communicate his/her desire, this research simply 
asked employees what their preferences were for an information environment. 
In other words, they were asked how much referent and appraisal information 
they would prefer to receive compared to what they currently received from 
each of the sources. Not at all surprising was the result that less 
information was currently received than was preferred. 
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Looking more closely at the ratings for referent information, the 
sources of information most deficient in providing preferred amounts were 
the formal organization and the employee's immediate supervisor. From 
these results one might logically expect that these employees would be less 
satisfied with facets of work represented by the formal organization and by 
their supervisors than with their co-workers or with the task itself, which 
both provided ample amounts of information. 
The meanings of the employees' ratings of what they would expect to 
receive at a different organization are also clear. All occupations indi­
cated that at a new organization the formal organization would be expected 
to provide more referent information than they would prefer and that their 
personal thoughts and feelings would provide less than they would prefer. 
It appears that these employees are expressing concern that being new to an 
organization the formal organization would overload them with information 
about what they are supposed to do and that for the same reason their per­
sonal thoughts and feelings would fall short of providing information they 
would like to have. 
Turning to the relations of current, preferred, and expected amounts 
of appraisal information, the formal organization, co-workers, and supervi­
sor all provided significantly less information than was preferred. Also, 
at a new organization, the supervisor and the task would be expected to 
provide significantly less appraisal information than is preferred. How­
ever, when compared to what is currently received, more referent and 
appraisal information would be expected from the formal organization and 
the supervisor at a new organization. That is, a new organization would be 
expected to do "better" in the sense that what is expected of a new 
organization is closer to what is preferred than what is currently being 
received. 
While the questions which asked employees to rate what they would 
expect to receive at a new organization were designed to determine realis­
tic expectations of the work information environment as they might differ 
from one occupation to the next, it now appears that employees may have 
been using these ratings to indicate under what conditions they would con­
sider leaving their current job for a different one. In this light, the 
above ratings would be interpreted as follows. While these employees would 
leave their present position if the new organization and new supervisor 
could be expected to provide more referent and appraisal information than 
they are currently providing; they would still expect their new supervisor 
to provide less appraisal information than preferred. 
Perhaps what is more interesting and more important is that there were 
no differences between occupational groups in the types of information 
environments which employees preferred, while there were differences in the 
environment which employees currently perceived. Perhaps this is an indi­
cation of something which practitioners in the field are already aware of. 
For example, Paul, Robertson, and Herzberg (1969) cite cases of job enrich­
ment (i.e., "building into people's jobs, quite specifically, greater scope 
for personal achievement and its recognition, more challenging and respon­
sible work and more opportunity for individual advancement and growth" 
(p. 61)), which indicate that most types of jobs and classes of employees 
benefit from its implementation. That is, while traditionally management 
has treated professional, supervisory, and staff employees quite differ­
ently in this regard, the fact that no differences in preference for 
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information environments occurred in this study may underlie the reasons 
for the success which job enrichment programs have enjoyed. While it 
appears that enrichment programs may be a restructuring of jobs which 
result in the skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, 
and feedback which is currently found among professional groups, further 
research is required before this can be stated unhesitatingly. 
Results of Phases one and two indicate that if given the task of 
restructuring the work information environment to increase satisfaction, 
one should encourage supervisors, the formal organization, and the employ­
ees themselves to go out of their way to provide each other with more 
information about how well they are or are not performing their jobs. 
Further, the formal organization and supervisors should be encouraged to 
more clearly define each employee's role in the organization. 
Phase Three 
In the third section, an attempt was made to determine the relations 
of the discrepancy between the amount of information currently provided and 
the amount preferred and the amount of information expected, with job sat­
isfaction as measured by the Jul. AS was noted prevlyuol^, the distribu­
tions between the amount preferred and the amount provided were highly 
leptokurtic. As a result, correlations with these variables, while rough 
indices of relation, should be viewed skeptically. Specific results were 
highly complicated and described in detail in the Results section. Thus 
comments in this section will be general in nature. 
For staff members, very few relations were found. Apparently the 
source of information in these staff members* work environments which was 
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most important for job satisfaction was the supervisor. This is not sur­
prising when one considers the sheer volume of research done in industrial 
psychology on the effect of leader behavior on work group performance and 
satisfaction (e.g., Barnowe, 1975; Brightman, 1975; Yukl, 1971), which is 
implicit recognition of the importance of the supervisor in employee's work 
environments. Clearly, if one wishes to increase satisfaction among staff 
level employees, efforts should be made to increase the amount of informa­
tion provided by the supervisor. It should also be noted here that while 
preferences which were expressed by this group did not differ significantly 
from those expressed by the supervisory or professional group, the impact 
of these preferences on job satisfaction does differ, as indicated in 
Tables 4, 5, and 6. 
Of all three occupational groups, it appears that for supervisors the 
work information environment is most highly related to satisfaction. The 
formal organization, co-workers, and task, as well as the supervisor, are 
important sources of information in the environment which are related to 
job satisfaction. Also for this group above, it appears that expectations 
they have about work environments at other organizations are related to 
satisfaction. Perhaps the reason for these relations lies in the unique 
position which these individuals inhabit in the organization. That is they 
often must balance their position in the organization between concern for 
the organization and concern for the individuals they supervise (cf., 
Fiedler, 1964). One could argue that in order to maintain this balance, 
and as a result, satisfaction, information is needed from many sources. 
what type of information is needed? It appears that it is more important 
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for their satisfaction that supervisors be told how well they are doing 
than what they are to do. 
While the information provided by the supervisor is important for 
staff employees and most sources are important for supervisory employees, 
professional employees' satisfaction depends on information from the formal 
organization, the supervisor, and the task. Referent and appraisal infor­
mation are about equally important for this group's satisfaction. While 
the pattern of relations differs for each of the three occupational groups, 
there is a common thread which they do share, that is the importance of the 
information, both appraisal and referent, that is provided by the supervi­
sor. 
Conclusions 
The results of this research indicate a number of important relations 
for both theoretical and applied industrial psychology. First of all, an 
employee can profitably be viewed as existing in a work environment. It 
has been shown here that an employee's job satisfaction is directly related 
to a number of facets of this environment, namely the formal organization, 
co-workers, supervisor, task, and personal feeliugs as these are providars 
of information which tell the worker what he/she is to do on the job and 
how well he/she is doing it. 
Also, it has been shown here that workers in different occupational 
groups perceive different structures in their environments. However, when 
one considers the preferences of the workers for the structure of their 
work environments along these lines, occupational differences disappear. 
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Finally, when one considers the specific relations of the work envi­
ronment to job satisfaction, differences between occupational groups reap­
pear. The implications of this are that while preferences do not differ, 
the impact of these on job satisfaction Joes. Thus if one were to restruc­
ture the work environment consonant with expressed employee preferences, 
different changes would result in satisfaction for the different groups. 
So that in cases where group by group restructuring would be prohibitively 
expensive, organization-wide changes could be instituted with the result 
being that some changes for some groups would not increase satisfaction but 
at the same time would not be expected to decrease satisfaction. Thus, 
while we can reasonably expect that changes in any facet of an individual's 
work environment which affect the information provided by that facet will 
inpact on the individual's satisfaction, we can expect the impact to differ 
for different occupational groups. 
This research has resulted in an increase in the generality of the 
concept of work as an information environment, lending further validity to 
the construct by examining the similarities and differences across occupa­
tional groups.- Further research in this area should proceed on three 
fronts; 1) While recognizing the importance cf the individual's perception 
of the environment in affecting job satisfaction, attempts should be made 
to validate these perceptions by a) having the providers of information 
indicate their perceptions of the same environment and b) developing meth­
ods other than self-report of measuring this environment. 2) To determine 
the sensitivity of this measure of the work information environment, it 
should be applied before and after a shift has been made in a work environ­
ment. In this sense it may prove a useful tool in determining the impact 
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of organizational changes on employees' perceptions of the work environ­
ment. 3) Finally, research of this nature needs to be done in a number of 
different organizations, hopefully resulting in further validating the use­
fulness of this view of man to industrial psychology. 
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General Instructions: 
In any job an employee such as yourself receives a great deal of 
information. Some of this information is formal and comes from the "conçany" 
or formal organization, while some of it is informal, coming from the people 
you work with, or just your own personal feelings about your work. 
Two specific types of information will be referred to in this questionnaire: 
1) Referent information: Information which tells you what you are 
expected to do on your job. 
2) Appraisal information: Information which tells you how well you 
are doing your job. 
In this questionnaire you will be asked to answer questions about some of 
the sources from which you receive these two types of information. In order 
to make this questionnaire more understandable, here is a list of the sources 
of information you will be asked to rate, and a brief explanation of each: 
1) the formal organization: this source of information is Iowa State 
University as represented by formal hand­
books, newsletters, and memos. 
2) supervisor or executive officer: for staff members this is the person 
who directs or supervises your work; for 
faculty and professional employees, this is 
the administrative director of your department. 
3) coworkers : these are all individuals you interact with at work other 
than your supervisor or executive officer. 
4) the task you perform: It's easier to describe this source with an 
example. When you mow the lawn at home, you 
can usually tell if the mower is running cor­
rectly by the sound of the motor. You can 
also see by looking at the grass whether it's 
cutting properly. These are examples of the 
task providing information. 
5) your personal thoughts and feelings: Here I'll again use the lawn 
mower as an example. You probably have definite 
ideas about how your lawn should be mowed (maybe 
back and forth, or diagcr.cilly). Similarly, 
whether you are an instructor or typist, you 
have thoughts and feelings about how your job 
should be done. This is what I mean when I 
say thoughts and feelings are a source of 
information for you. 
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Throughout this questionnaire you will be asked to use the following type 
of rating scale: 
1 — SO— 99 
Provides very Provides a moderate Provides a great 
little information amount of information deal of information 
For exanple, the first question asks you to rate the sources of information 
described previously (formal organization, coworkers, etc.) on how much 
information each provides which tells you what you are expected to do on 
your job. Use the above scale in this way; 
Rate the five sources in relation to each other. That is, if 
you believe that your coworkers provide more information of this 
type than your supervisor, but neither tells you a great deal, 
you might rate coworkers SO and supervisor 30. If the formal 
organization [the University) tells you about the same as your 
supervisor, then rate it 30 also. You should rate the remain­
ing sources accordingly. 
Use all the scales in this questionnaire in this manner, rating the sources 
in relation to each other. You may use any number from 1 - 99 to reflect 
your rating. 
Please answer the questions thoughtfully and honestly. Let me reassure you 
that your answers will remain completely confidential. The purpose of this 
questionnaire is to help us understand the information you receive at work, 
where it comes from, and how it affects you. 
The questions begin on the next page. 
INFORMATION WHICH TELLS YOU WHAT YOU ARE EXPECTED TO DO ON YOUR JOB 
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Cl) Rate each of the following sources on how much information each provides which 
tells you what you are expected to do on your job. Use the following scale: 
1 50 - - - —99 
Provides very Provides a moderate Provides a great 
little information amount of information deal of information 
Feel free to use any number between 1 and 99 
The formal organization 
Supervisor or Executive Officer 
Coworkers 
The task you perform 
Your personal thoughts and feelings 
C2) Rate each of these sources on how much of this type of information (which tells 
you what you are expected to do on your job) you would like to receive. (If you 
are satisfied with the amount you currently get, your rating should be the same 
as above. If you would like more it should be higher, if less, then lower.) 
Use the following scale: 
1 - SO - - -—99 
Would like very Would like a moderate Would like a great 
little information amount of information deal of information 
Feel free to use any number between 1 and 99 
The formal organization 
Supervisor or Executive Officer 
Coworkers 
The task you perform 
Your personal thoughts and feelings 
(3) If you left your current job to work for another university or company, how 
much of this type of information (which tells you what you are expected to 
do on your job) do you think these sources at the new company would provide? 
Use the following scale: 
-99 
Would provide very Would provide a aoderste Would provide a great 
little information anour.t of information deal of information 
Feel free to use any number between 1 and 99 
The formal organization 
Supervisor or Executive Officer 
Coworkers 
The task you perform 
INFORMATION WHICH TELLS YOU HOW WELL YOU ARE DOING YOUR JOB 
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(4) Rate each of the following sources on how much information each provides 
which tells you how well you are doing your job. Use the following scale: 
1 - 50— 99 
Provides very Provides a moderate Provides a great 
little information amount of information deal of information 
Feel free to use any number between 1 and 99 
Ths formal orsar.ization 
Supervisor or Executive Officer 
Coworkers 
The task you perform 
Your personal thoughts and feelings 
(5) Rate each of these sources on how much of this type of information (which tells 
you how well you are doing your job) you would like to receive. (If you are 
satisfied with the amount you currently get, your rating should be the same as 
above. If you would like more it should be higher, if less, then lower.) 
Use the following scale: 
1 50 - - 99 
Would like very Would like a moderate Would like a great 
little information amount of information deal of information 
Feel free to use any number between 1 and 99 
The formal organization 
Supervisor or Executive Officer 
Coworkers 
The task you pctform 
Your personal thoughts and feelings 
(6) If you left your current job to work for another university or company, hov? 
much of this type of information (which tells you how well you are doing your 
job) do you think these sources at the new coinpany would provide? 
Use the following scale: 
1- 50 —99 
Would provide very Would provide a moderate Would provide a great 
little information amount of information deal of information 
Feel free to use any number between 1 and 99 
The formal organization 
Supervisor or Executive Officer 
Coworkers 
Rate eacn ot tne toiiowing items on how well it describes the particular aspect 
of your job. Use the following scale: 
1 - 50 - -99 
Poor description Cannot decide Good description 
of my job 78 of my job 
WORK PAY 
Fascinating 
Routine 
Satisfying 
Boring 
Good 
Creative 
Respected 
Hot 
Pleasant 
Useful 
Tiresome 
Healthful 
_ Challenging 
On your feet 
Frustrating 
_ Simple 
_ Endless 
Gives sense of accomplishment 
IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
Asks my advice 
_ Hard to please 
Impolite 
Praises good work 
Tactful 
Influential 
Up-to-date 
Quick tempered 
Tells me where I stand 
_ Annoying 
Stubborn 
Knows job well 
Bad 
Income adequate for normal expenses 
Barely live on income 
Bad 
Income provides luxuries 
Insecure 
Less than I deserve 
Highly paid 
Underpaid 
PROMOTIONS 
Good opportunity for advancement 
Opportunity somewhat limited 
Promotion on ability 
_ Dead-end job 
Good chance for promotion 
_ Unfair promotion policy 
Infrequent promotions 
_ Regular promotions 
Fairly good chance for promotion 
COWORKERS 
_ Stimulating 
_ Boring 
_ Slow 
Ambitious 
_ Stupid 
_ Responsible 
_ Fast 
1 4 CAnf" 
I n t e l  1 i c e n t  
Leaves me on my own 
Lazy 
Around when needed 
Easy to make enemies 
i alj\ tcc îïïucn 
Smart 
Lazy 
Unpleasant 
No privacy 
Active 
Narrow interests 
Loyal 
Hard to meet 
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APPENDIX B 
Table Bl 
Design Matrix for Phase One Beta Weight Analysis of Variance 
Class of 
information 
Type a Source 
Source 
Type Linear quadratic cubic ouartic 
(XI) (X2)" (X3) (X4) (X5)" 
Type X source 
(X6) (X7) (X8) (X9) 
1 = 
1 = 
Intercept 
(XIO) 
1 -2 2 -1 1 -2 2 -1 1 
2 -1 -1 2 -4 -1 -1 2 -4 
3 0 -2 0 6 0 -2 0 6 
4 1 -1 -2 -4 1 -1 -2 -4 
5 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 
1 -2 2 -1 1 2 -2 1 -1 
2 -1 -1 2 -4 1 1 -2 4 
3 0 -2 0 6 0 2 0 -6 
4 1 -1 -2 -4 -1 1 2 4 
5 2 2 1 1 -2 -2 -1 -1 
referent, 2 = appraiisal. 
foimal organization, 2 = co-workers, 3 = supervisor, 4 = task, 5 = personal feelings, 
Table b2 
Design Matrix for Phase Two Beta Weight Analysis of Variance 
Source 
Class of information Linear quadratic cubic quartic 
Type^ Source^ Context^ (XI) (X2) (X3) (X4) (X5) 
1 1 1 1 -2 2 -1 1 
1 2 1 -1 -1 2 -4 
1 3 1 1 0 -2 0 6 
1 4 1 1 1 -1 -2 -4 
1 5 1 1 2 2 1 1 
1 1 2 1 -2 2 -1 1 
1 2 2 I -1 -1 2 -4 
3 2 1 0 -2 0 6 
1 4 2 1 1 -1 -2 -4 
1 5 2 1 2 2 1 1 
1 1 3 1 -2 2 -1 1 
1 2 3 1 -1 -1 2 -4 
3 3 1 0 -2 0 6 
1 4 3 1 1 -1 -2 -4 
1 5 3 1 2 2 1 1 
2 1 1 -1 -2 2 -1 1 
2 2 1 -1 ~1 -1 2 -4 
2 3 1 -2 0 6 
2 4 1 -1 1 -1 -2 -4 
2 5 1 -1 2 2 1 1 
2 1 2 -1 -2 2 -1 1 
2 2 2 -1 -1 -1 2 -4 
2 3 2 -1 0 -2 0 6 
2 4 2 -1 1 -1 -2 -4 
2 5 2 -1 2 2 1 1 
2 1 3 -i 2 2 1 
2 2 3 -1 - 1  -1 2 -4 
2 3 3 -1 0 -2 0 5 
2 4 3 -1 1 -1 -2 -4 
2 5 3 -1 2 2 1 1 
= referent, 2 = appraisal. 
= formal organization, 2 = co-workers, 3 = supervisor, 4 = task, 
5 = personal feelings. 
^1 = received, 2 = preferred, 3 = expected. 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
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Type X source Type x content 
(X8) (X9) (XIO) (XI1) (X12) (X13) 
-2 2 -1 1 1 1 
-1 -1 2 -4 1 1 
0 -2 0 6 1 1 
1 -1 -2 -4 1 1 
2 2 1 1 1 1 
-2 2 -1 1 -1 1 
-1 -1 2 -4 -1 1 
0 -2 0 6 -1 1 
i -1 -2 "4 -1 1 
2 2 1 1 -1 1 
-2 2 -1 1 0 -2 
-1 -1 2 -4 0 -2 
0 -2 0 6 0 -2 
1 -1 -2 -4 0 -2 
2 1 1 0 -2 
2 -2 1 -1 
1 1 -2 4 
0 2 0 -6 
-1 1 2 4 
-2 -2 -1 -1 
2 -2 1 -1 1 
1 1 -2 4 1 
0 2 0 -6 1 "1 
-1 1 2 4 1 
-2 -2 -1 -1 1 
2 -2 1 -1 o 
1 1 -2 4 0 2 
0 2 0 -6 0 2 
-1 i 2 4 0 2 
-2 -2 -1 -1 0 2 
Table B2 (continued) 
Class of information Source x context 
TypeSSourceb Context^ (X14) (Xl5) (X16) (Xl7) (X18) (X19) (X20) (X21) 
1 1 -2 2 -1 1 -2 2 -1 1 
2 1 -I -1 2 -4 -1 -1 2 -4 
3 1 0 -2 0 6 0 -2 0 6 
4 1 1 -1 -2 -4 1 -1 -2 -4 
5 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 
1 2 2 -2 1 -1 -2 2 -1 1 
2 2 1 • 1 -2 4 -1 -1 2 -4 
3 2 0 2 0 -6 0 -2 0 6 
4 2 -1 1 2 4 1 -1 -2 -4 
5 2 -2 -2 -1 -1 2 2 1 1 
1 3 0 0 0 0 4 -4 2 -2 
2 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 -4 8 
3 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 -12 
4 3 0 0 0 0 -2 2 4 8 
5 3 0 0 0 0 -4 -4 -2 -2 
2 1 1 -2 2 -1 1 -2 2 -1 -1 
2 2 1 -1 -1 2 -4 -1 -1 2 -4 
2 3 1 0 -2 0 6 0 -2 0 6 
2 4 1 1 -1 -2 -4 1 -1 -2 -4 
2 5 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 
2 1 2 2 -2 1 -1 -2 2 -1 1 
2 2 2 1 1 -2 4 -1 -1 2 -4 
2 3 2 0 2 0 -6 0 -2 0 6 
2 4 2 -1 1 2 4 1 -1 -2 -4 
2 5 2 -2 -2 -1 -T^ 2 2 1 1 
2 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 -4 2 -z 
2 2 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 -4 8 
2 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 -12 
2 4 3 0 0 0 0 -2 2 4 8 
2 5 3 0 0 0 0 -4 -4 -2 -2 
1 
0 
1 
2 
2 
1 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
•1 
• 2  
• 2  
•1 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
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Type X source x context Intercept 
(X23) (X24) (X25) (X26) (X27) (X28) (X29) (X30) 
